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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to assess the quantifi
able effects of a three day Organization Development
Laboratory conducted for a middle-sized corporation.

The

laboratory was designed to assist the company in its
transition from a Theory X to a Theory Y management style.
The focus of this investigation was not on the laboratory's
internal processes, but on its long-term effects.

Assess

ment of laboratory effects was conceptualized from a multi
level measurement approach; measures utilized were designed
to furnish an array of information relative to the company
and individuals within it.

Five measures were chosen to

provide data on personality characteristics, interpersonal
behavior, management philosophy, motivation, and organi
zational climate.

Each measure was selected on the basis

of its direct relevance to the goals and principles of
the laboratory.
The primary subjects were the company's 14 managers
who participated in the laboratory and study; 44 employees
who participated in the study only were secondary subjects.
Data were collected in three phases:
collected one month before,

(a) Pre data were

(b) Post 1 data were collected

one month after, and (c) Post 2^ data were collected five
months following the laboratory.
x

Managers responded to all

five measures utilized (Manager Measures); employees were
administered only the motivation and organizational
climate questionnaires (Manager Plus Employee Measures).
Data from Manager Measures and Manager Plus Employee
Measures were analyzed by a Repeated Measures Analysis of
Variance and a 2 X 2 Factorial Analysis of Variance
respectively.
Results of this study were contrary to established
expectations of the effects of laboratory learning.
Specifically, data indicate that the laboratory had
minimal effects on participants' post laboratory behavior.
Of the measures collected on managers, results indicated
that the laboratory did not alter participants' basic
personality, perceptual set, or style of coping with
interpersonal difficulties.

However, participants

demonstrated a significant decrease in their adherence
to assumptions underlying Theory X management, although
a significant increase in Theory Y assumptions was not
noted.
Overall, results from the Manager Plus Employee
measures revealed vast group differences.

Data indicated

differences between groups on the relative importance of
specific human needs, on how well those needs were met
within the organization, on perceptions of current manage
ment procedures, and on perceptions of how the organization

should function ideally.

The data further showed few

changes in these differences following the laboratory.
However, participants revealed that in keeping with the
laboratory's purpose, communication processes within the
organization became more open following the laboratory.
The findings o’if this study were examined from
several perspectives:

an unusual rise in anxiety at

the laboratory's conclusion, "upended expectations"
arising from transition to a new management style,
unintended interpretations of laboratory goals, and
negativism arising from the overwhelming quantity of
measures used in this investigation.
Specific suggestions for future Organization
Development laboratories and their assessment were also
discussed.

xii

Laboratory Learning as a Tool for Increasing
Organizational Effectiveness: A Descriptive
Study of Intervention Effects
Americans are being bombarded constantly by the
mass media with headlines signaling the malaise of
society; high unemployment, pollution of the
environment, alienation, rising crime, loneliness,
and widespread ennui are frequently documented.

A

primary contributing factor is the increasing decline
in the effectiveness of traditional societal support
systems.

Salient examples of the present morass include

a heightened mistrust of government during the Watergate
era, the rise of evangelical forms of religion rather
than the established church to meet individual needs, the
number of divorces in California exceed the number of
marriages, and a decline in commitment to vocational
employment as a result of job layoffs and economic
recession.

The last example is especially disturbing

when one considers that fully one-third of adults'
waking lives is consumed by employment (Erikson, 1968).
Early philosophers wrote that the Industrial
Revolution would free man from the toils of labor and
allow him to explore the creative aspects of living;
thus, the Revolution was labelled the "Golden Age of
Man."

Whereas only positive effects of the Revolution

were initially recognized (increased mechanization,
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more efficient production, and higher quality products),
unforeseen negative results have developed.

Piecework

and assembly line production have contributed to
craftsmen's lost sense of accomplishment and pride in
their work; psychophysiological complaints, boredom, and
low morale have plagued employees ranging from top
executives to line workers {Jourard, 1974).

Resulting

problems in organizational efficiency predicated the
need for drastic changes in management's theoretical
view of man, assumptions about employee motivation,
and definition of an effective organization.
Historically, the leading theoretical position
accepted by management was Fredrick Taylor's "Scientific
Management Theory"

(1911), which postulated that man

was inherently lazy, stupid, and unmotivated except
by pay; money was viewed as the primary incentive for
work.

A key departure from Taylor's position was

initiated by the Hawthorne studies of 1924 (Siegel and
Lane, 1974).

These studies conducted by Roethlisberger

and Dickson (1939) generated new questions which forced
management to consider issues such as employee attitudes,
communication patterns, leadership style, and organi
zational structure.

The Hawthorne studies concluded

that increased production was a function of the personal
attention and appreciation given to workers.

In spite
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of methodological criticisms, implications of the Hawthorne
effect currently predominate in theories of management
effectiveness.
"Scientific Management", the Hawthorne studies, trends
in psychological theory, and the existing Zeitgeist paved
the way for subsequent theories of management.

In 1960,

McGregor utilized Maslow's (1954) theory of personality
and Taylor's theory to develop his widely acclaimed
Theory X and Theory Y.

Theory X follows Taylor's

approach; Theory Y assumes that the average person does
not inherently dislike work and that work may be a
source of satisfaction.

In addition, it proposes that

the individual can. and will exercise self-direction and
self-control and, under appropriate conditions, will seek
responsibility.
Herzberg's (1966) research supported empirically the
assumptions made by Maslow and McGregor and led to a
theory of work motivation.
consisted of two components:

He suggested that motivation
the "Hygiene Factors"

(e.g., company policy, security, salary or wages, working
conditions, etc.) and the "Motivator Factors"

(e.g.

achievement, recognition, growth, responsibility, etc).
Meeting employee needs for hygiene factors led to non
dissatisfied workers, whereas fulfilling needs for
motivator factors resulted in satisfied employees.
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Herzberg's results, however, have been heavily criticized
as being method-dependent.
McGregor's theory of management was also utilized
as the conceptual basis of Likert's (1966) studies,
which led to his taxonomic theory of management systems.
These systems are (a) Exploitative-Authoritative
(System 1) , (b) Benevolent-Authoritative (System 2),
(c) Consultative (System 3), and (d) ParticipativeGroup (System 4).

In terms of McGregor’s theory,

System 1 resembles Theory X, and System 4 resembles
Theory Y; Systems 2 and 3 lie on a continuum between
Theory X and Theory Y.

Likert suggests that the com

ponents of System 4 make it the most effective organi
zational structure; the critical components are group
decision-making, higher performance goals, and supportive
relationships.

Executives have used various approaches

based on the particular management system to which they
adhere.

For example, proponents of System 1 (Theory X)

tend to utilize efficient computerization, profit sharing,
incentive compensation and "carrot-stick" motivation;
supporters of System 4 (Theory Y) are likely to employ
educational development, personal growth, suggestion
boxes, and morale building.

Although these solutions

have been highly useful in ameliorating many human
problems in industry, none has proven to be a panacea.
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As a result, many alternatives have surfaced, one of the
most intriguing of which is that offered by the laboratory
learning approach.
Laboratory learning was discovered haphazardly in a
workshop on intergroup relations in 1946.

Initially this

technique was consciously utilized under the guidance and
theoretical orientation of Kurt Lewin at the National
Training Laboratories (NTL) in Bethel, Maine (Bradford,
Lipitt, and Benne, 1964), and an additional impetus to
its development was provided from the work of Wilfred
Bion at the Tavistock Institute in England (Bion, 1948).
The direct development of the contemporary model of
laboratory learning can be traced to the collaboration of
Leland Bradford, Donald Lippitt, and Kenneth Benne during
the period from 1949 to 1955.
Since 1955 the types and styles of laboratory learn
ing have greatly proliferated.

The application of labo

ratory learning has ranged from community problems to
nude marathons, from organizational development to
personal growth, and from racial conflicts to hospitalized
psychiatric patients.

In general, the laboratory movement

spread from the management training laboratories of NTL
to the more experimental and experiential workshops of
the Esalen Institute.
Much of the early emphasis in laboratory learning
focused on the Human Development Laboratory (HDL), in

which the single goal has been the development of the
participant as a more interpersonally effective individual
The HDL is still conducted primarily with stranger groups,
i.e., individuals who have no prior relationship with
each other; however, this format has been criticized on
the basis that individual change is short-lived in that
the participant returns to an original environment which
does not reinforce a newly acquired behavioral style
(Friedlander, 1967).

As a result, recent trends in

theory, and research have resulted in the re-focusing of
laboratory learning toward increasing the effectiveness
of an intact company or major unit thereof; thus, the
concept and methodology of Organizational Development
(OD) laboratories were created.
Organizational Development theorists such as Bennis
(1969) and Schein (1970) conceptualize an organization
from a "Theory of Living Systems"

(Miller, 1971) viewpoint

The purpose of laboratory learning in an organization
is not solely acquisition of more effective individual
skills, but modification of the way in which a system
operates.

In general, the primary emphases of OD labo

ratories are both the improvement of managerial skills
and the maximization of cohesive, effective workgroup
functioning— that is, employers and employees are
sensitized to organizational and interpersonal needs as
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well as the impact of their behavior on others.

The

crucial issue in organizational laboratories is the
transfer of the initial laboratory experience to the
larger organization.

The elements of the OD laboratory

experience are drawn from principles ascribed to in
McGregor's Theory Y, Herzberg's Motivator Factors, and
Likert's System 4.

Despite the plethora of supporting

anecdotal, testimonial, and scientific evidence which
fills popular and professional publications, the effective
ness of OD laboratories continues to be strongly challenged.
The issues to which critics and proponents alike address
themselves are many and varied.

A synopsis of the

research pertinent to OD will be included in a brief
overview of research problems in the area.
Research Problems in Organizational Development
Process versus outcome criteria, research
design, transfer of training, and assessment of effects
continue to be central issues which plague OD researchers.
A description of each issue will ensue.
Process versus Outcome Criteria
Investigators are divided on the issue of whether
research should be directed toward effects of OD during
or following laboratory learning.

Martin (1957) cate

gorized the elements of the dilemma into internal versus
external criteria measures.

Since internal measures are
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linked directly to the content and processes of the labo
ratory itself, no change in job behavior is implied; con
versely, external criteria measures are related to job
behavior and organizational climate.
Friedlander (1967) supported the use of external
criteria of change when he suggested that "research which
ignores the impact of training upon the organization . . .
may be utilizing a criterion of low and temporary
relevance."
Campbell and Dunnette (1968) have suggested that
neither external nor internal criteria are more important
than the other but that both are useful and necessary
in assessing training effects.
Transfer of Training
The central problem posed by transfer of training
is whether skills learned in the small-group can be
generalized to the individual's life outside the group.
Back (1972) suggested that the effects of OD laboratories
will quickly fade.

Smith (1975), on the other hand,

claimed that the amount of "fade-out" depends on the
degree of similarity between the ethos of the laboratory
and the individual's work environment— the greater the
similarity, the more likely that newly acquired skills
will transfer.

Only four studies using control groups

address themselves to the transfer of training issue.
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Benedict et al.

(1967) discovered that the only

significant change following an OD laboratory for school
personnel was that participants rated their relationships
as less close than did controls.

Friedlander (1967)

found significant improvements in effectiveness and inter
action processes of work groups after OD laboratories.
DiMichele's (1967) study revealed specific changes—
decreases in confidence in participant's human relations
skills; acceptance of others; initiation of action; and
simultaneous increases in self-understanding, ability
to listen, expression of true feelings, and behavioral
flexibility.

Follow-up data indicated that decreases

faded two months later, while increases continued.
Finally, McConnell (1971) investigated the effects of
laboratory learning on a new group of Master's degree
students.

Participants rated "self-perceived change"

along four variables, only one of which— comfort with
the new environment— persisted two months after training.
The paucity of controlled studies which investigate
long-range effects of OD do not presently allow supportable
conclusions to be drawn.
Research Design
Historically, one of the focal points of disagreement
between proponents and critics of laboratory research has
involved the selection of experimental designs.
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Dunnette and Campbell (1968) incited arguments by
advocating the use of pre and post measures of par
ticipants’ attitudes or behaviors and by suggesting that
these measures be compared with measures taken from a
matched, but untrained, comparison group.

Argyris

(1968), in his famous disputes with Dunnette and Campbell,
countered by stating that their suggestion limits one's
ability to generalize past the experimental study.
He further argued that utilization of control groups
may be in some instances totally meaningless.
Golembewski and Carrigan (19 71) summarized the three
major types of designs employed in laboratory research—
the one-group pretest-posttest, the untrained control
group, and the time-series design.

They preferred use of

the time-series design, which may be described as O^, X,
<->2 / ^3 w^ere 0
ratory.

an observation and X is the OD labo

Golembewski and Carrigan contend that this design

reduces considerably the probability that the observed
effects are due to history, motivation, or the confounding
of results by test-retest effects.
Two of the more well known studies which utilized
different research designs were reported by Zand, Steele,
and Zalkind (1969) and Keutzer, Fosmire, and Diller (19 71).
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At the conclusion of a one year longitudinal study
conducted by Zand et al., participants demonstrated
significant increases in their rated ability to face
conflicts and in their willingness to seek help.

Keutzer

et a l . employed an un-trained control group design in
their study which exposed one group of school personnel
to a large component of laboratory learning.

Results

indicated that personnel receiving the OD laboratory
showed significantly greater increases in candor than
did controls.
Clearly, problems in the area of research design
selection have not been solved.

Reviewers of research

have uniformly declared that the inability to identify
crucial elements in OD may be attributed to methodological
problems and inconsistencies

(Campbell and Dunnette,

1968; House, 1967; Gibb, 1971 and Smith, 1975).
Assessment
The diversity of measurement instruments employed by
OD investigators tends to make comparison of studies very
difficult.

Authors from Miles in early 196 3 to Liberman

et al. in 1973 have commented that various indices of
change correlate poorly with one another.

Smith (1975)

suggested that proponents of laboratory learning, in
general, are more likely to favor rating scales while
critics endorse psychometric tests, preferably generalized
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ones rather than those relating closely to laboratory
goals.
A vast array of measurement instruments have been
employed in assessing both the individual and organi
zational effects of OD laboratories.

The following is

a brief survey of assessment devices used in areas
pertinent to this study.
Personality Characteristics.

Significant changes

in operationally defined personality traits of laboratory
participants have not been consistently demonstrated.

One

possible rationale for this problem is that instrument
selection usually seems to be independent of the labo
ratory goals.

Furthermore, the lack of replication studies

makes discovery of consistent changes most difficult.
Measurement of personality characteristics encompasses
the wide spectra of instruments available.

For example,

Flanigan (19 70) and Vail (1970) used the California
Psychological Inventory (CPI) and found no significant
differences between pre and post scores.

Lavoie (1971)

revealed that female participants perceived themselves as
more assertive, cheerful, and venturesome as measured by
Cattell's Sixteen Personality Factors Questionnaire (16PF).
The Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) showed no changes
in personality characteristics in Insel and Moos'

(1972)

investigation, but Jeffers (1972) established that
participants changed away from conformity and toward
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rebelliousness on the Comrey Personality Scales,

utilizing

the Edwards Personal Preference Scale (EPPS), Merrick (1975)
found an increase in participants' need for affiliation,
nurturance, and endurance.
In general, personality measures which indicate sig
nificant differences tend to be those most directly related
to the content and processes of the laboratory (Smith, 1975).
Thus, McConnell's (1971) conclusion— that personality
assessment devices used in laboratory learning research
should be specifically tuned to the laboratory goals—
seems to be the most tenable solution to the present
situation.
Interpersonal Behavior.

One of the primary goals of

OD is to increase the effectiveness of participants1 inter
personal relationships at work.

The measure most widely

used to monitor changes in interpersonal behavior has been
Schutz's (1958) Fundamental Interpersonal Relations
Orientation-Behavior (FIRO-B) Questionnaire (Smith, 1964;
Weissman, et al., 1971; Zullo, 1972; and Liberman, et al.,
1973).

The FIRO-B has been used primarily in assessing

interpersonal changes in an HDL, rather than an OD, context.
More recently, Oshry and Harrison (1966) developed the
Problem Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ) to assess an indi
vidual's approach to interpersonal-problems within the
organization.

It would appear that the PAQ is more
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suitable to the assessment of interpersonal relationships
within a business context.
Management Style.

Instruments designed to assess

managerial style have only recently been developed.
Previous researchers investigated this aspect of manage
ment theory through ratings and self-reports.

One of the

more well known studies in the area (Fiman, 1973) supported
the Theory Y framework.

Fiman reported that employees

who perceived their supervisor as either holding a
Theory Y view of people or expressing behaviors consonant
with such a view tend to be more satisfied with their
work.
The hypothesis that an individual's assumptions about
people directly affect his behavior toward others suggests
that assessment of managerial style is vital to under
standing the organizational atmosphere.
Motivation.

The theory of employee motivation

primarily advocated today is Herzberg's MotivatorsHygiene Factors.

Methodological criticisms of his studies

demand the development of alternate ways to assess motiva
tion.

However, no such alternatives have surfaced.
Organizational Climate.

Because research in OD is

relatively new, very few objective assessment devices
have been developed.

The primary instrument utilized

is Likert's Profile of Organizational Characteristics
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(Likert, 1966).

One study which employed Likert's Profile

described system changes in terms of movement from System
1 (Exploitative-Authoritative) to a System 3 (Consultative)
orientation following an OD laboratory (Marrow et al., 1967).
Using the same instrument, Golembewski and Carrigan (19 70)
found that an OD laboratory resulted in significant
changes in managers' self-reports concerning the styles
of relations in their organization.
Likert's Profile appears to be an appropriate assess
ment device for organizational climate on the basis that
its level of conceptualization is consonant with current
theories regarding the necessary components of an effective
organi zation.
Summary of Research
The issues which face researchers in OD are enormous.
Research results and solutions to methodological problems
are inconclusive, unequally distributed over key issues,
and often contradictory (Argyris, 1967; Campbell and
Dunnette, 1968; House, 1967; Gibb, 1971).
Within the context of OD, the following conclusions
and guidelines for research appear tenable.

Outcome

criteria and measures of training generalization seem
critical to the successful determination of OD laboratories'
long term effectiveness.

It follows that the most appro

priate model for assessing long term effects would
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incorporate a time-series design, but measurement remains
an issue.

The most plausible solution may be found in the

general principle which advocates that instrument selection
be based on the context in which it is to be used.
In light of the conclusions drawn from past research,
the present study attempted to investigate the effects,
if any, of an OD laboratory.

A brief description of the

company and its problems will precede a description of
this study.
The Company
The present study attempted to quantify the results
of an OD laboratory conducted for the top management of
a five million dollar company.

When the current president

took control of the company four and a half years prior
to this study, he was immediately faced with a company
in serious financial trouble.

Therefore, he decided that

management be strictly authoritarian, i.e., all decisions,
regardless of their importance, were made solely by him.
The end result of this managerial style was total
dependence oh him by all company personnel.

When the

financial crisis was resolved, the president felt.that the
company's management climate (System 1) would inhibit
future creativity and growth.

In a succint statement

of the company atmosphere, he stated that the "communications
networks were directly and effectively destroyed."

Thus,
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management was seeking to make a transition from a Theory
X to a Theory Y style of management— an increase in the
degree to which management decisions were jointly made by
those directly affected, improvement in communications
between and within components of the organization and
alignment of all organizational divisions into a single,
unified corporate effort.

The president, and later the

managers, decided to utilize OD as the vehicle to implement
these changes.
The Present Study
This study was designed to determine the impact of a
laboratory learning intervention on an industrial organi
zation.

It focuses on the occurrence of individual and

organizational changes subsequent to a three day OD labo
ratory, not on participants' behavior during it.
The rationale for this investigation is based on
several factors.

First, conclusions from previous studies

suggest that research should be specifically directed to
the goals and purposes of the laboratory.

Second, present

emphasis on accountability demands an objective assessment
of program effectiveness.

And finally, the majority of

studies in the OD arena investigate effects solely on the
participants themselves and not on those who interact with
them on a day to day basis.

This study attempted to measure

the vicarious effects of laboratory learning upon non-
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participants, all of whom report directly to the managers
in the laboratory.
The following are the principal questions that this
study addressed:
1.

Were there changes in individual and/or organi
zational behavior after the laboratory experi
ence?

2.

Assuming that changes did occur, were they last
ing?

.3.

Did management personnel and employees perceive
changes in the organizational climate of the
company?

A major assumption of this study is that changes within
an organism, group, or culture occur on different levels and
that these changes can be identified.

Stock and Thelen

(1958), Burke and Bennis (1961), and Dunnette and Campbell
(1968) have suggested that a frequently encountered weakness
in laboratory research is reported change which is limited
to one level of behavior.

Thus, investigation of questions

posed for this study were approached from a multi-level
measurement perspective.

The rationale for this approach

is derived from the fact that single level of measurement
studies often report no change in behavior, when in
reality change does occur on, perhaps, many levels of
behavior which the instrument is not designed to investi
gate.
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The multi-level focus is well grounded in the psycho
logical assessment assumption that test batteries should
encompass an array of instruments with large bandwidths
(Cronbach, 1969) in order to investigate various levels
of the individual's functioning.

Thus, the plan of this

study was to identify any behavioral changes at several
related levels by employing a variety of instruments to
quantify the behavioral data.

The levels of functioning

measured were personality, interpersonal behavior,
managerial philosophy, motivation and organizational
climate.

The particular instrument used to investigate

a level of functioning was, in each case, specifically
selected according to its relevance to the goals of the
OD laboratory.
The plan of this study was strategically implemented
by administering various assessment instruments designed
to investigate individual as well as organizational behavior
changes.

These instruments were administered to the par

ticipants (managers) once before the laboratory and twice
following the laboratory.

At the same time, those assess

ment devices which investigated motivation and organi
zational climate were also administered to the group of
employees who reported directly to the participants in
order to determine the degree of congruence or disparity
between the managers' and employees' perceptions of the
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company.

In this sense, the employees served as a

comparison group to the managers.

Data from these two

sets of persons permitted analysis of the direct and
indirect effects of an OD intervention.
The levels of investigation selected for this study
are presented below.

Under each behavior level is a

brief description of the measure used to investigate
that level.
Level 1:

Personal!ty.

This level of functioning was measured by
using the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule (EPPS)

(Edwards, 1959), which

provided a measure of relatively independent
"normal" personality variables, derived from
Murray's

(19 38) scheme of manifest needs.

This scale was used with the managers only.
Level 2:

Interpersonal Behavior.

Interpersonal behavior was measured utilizing
the Problem Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ)
(Harrison and Oshry, 1966).

The PAQ divides

the locus of the interpersonal problems into
two categories:

the location of the cause and

the process of the difficulty.

Under location

one may identify the source of the problem as
being either the self, the other person, or the
organizational environment.

Process causes are
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classified as interpersonal (resistance of the
self, other(s), or organization to change) or
rational technical (refers to the competence,
energy, and initiative of the self, other(s),
or organization).

The participant selects the

problem to which he answers standardized
questions.

Managers were asked to complete

this questionnaire.
Level 3:

Management Philosophy.

This level of behavior was investigated by
using the Managerial Philosophies Scale (MPS).
The MPS is based on McGregor's (1960) Theory XTheory Y philosophy.

The MPS scale was adminis

tered to managers exclusively.
Level 4:

Motivation.

One of the most difficult questions that indus
tries have asked deals with methods of motivat
ing employees.

A theory of motivation designed

by Herzberg (1966) has enjoyed a position of
respectability in this area.

A questionnaire was

generated to assess this theory by placing the
descriptions of motivators and hygiene factors
in a Likert scale format, which both managers
and employees answered.
Level 5:

Organizational Climate.

Likert (1960) has developed a Profile of
Organizational characteristics designed to
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assess the underlying climate and/or atmosphere
of the organization.

The Profile provides an

analysis of seven organizational variables, which
are Leadership processes, Character of
Motivational forces, Character of Communication
process, Character of Interaction-Influence
process, Character of Decision-Making process,
Character of Goal Setting or Ordering and
Training.

Participants were asked to answer

each question by indicating how they experi
enced the organization now (N) and what would
be the ideal (I) situation, thus permitting
measurement of the degree of congruence and/
or disparity between N and I.

The Profile of

Organizational Characteristics was completed
by managers and employees.
The present study was designed to determine the
quantifiable effects of a learning laboratory conducted
for top management of a middle-sized corporation.

A

specific objective of this investigation, to identify
the secondary effects of the OD laboratory, was ac
complished by asking employees within the organization
to participate in the investigation.

Another objective

was to discern whether managers and employees would
demonstrate measurable change along various levels of
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behavior.

The third major objective was to discover if

changes in .behavior lasted beyond the laboratory proper.
These objectives were accomplished through a three day
Learning Laboratory.

METHOD
Subjects
Both managers and employees participated in this
investigation.

The primary subjects were managers who

participated in the laboratory and study? the secondary
subjects were employees who were involved in the
motivation and organizational climate portions of the
study.
Managers.

Fourteen males ranging in age from 33 to

47 years, with a mean age of 38, represented the total
management population of the organization.

Company

positions held by the managers included president, vicepresident of sales, comptroller, and vice-president of
manufacturing.

Remaining managerial subjects were in the

sales, accounting, and manufacturing divisions.

The

managers' educational level ranged from 11th grade to
post-graduate.
Employees.

Forty-four males and females ranging in

age from 22 to 60 comprised this group.

The sole criterion

for selection of employee subjects was that they reported
directly to managerial subjects.

Company functions per

formed by this group included secretarial, supervision,
sales, dock work, and accounting.
24
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Procedures
In this section, a description of laboratory procedures
is followed by that of research procedures.
Laboratory Procedures.

Six weeks prior to the labo

ratory, the president invited his vice-presidents and
managers to attend a meeting.

He opened the meeting by

sharing his perception that the company's "communication
networks had become directly and effectively destroyed."
Further, he stated his desire for the company to move from
a System 1 (Exploitative-Authoritative) to a System 4
(Participative group) organizational climate (Likert,
1966).

Following his input, a consulting psychologist

exposed the group to two hours of theory concerning
organizational development philosophy and experiential
learning through the laboratory method.

At the end of

the lecture, the president and managers jointly decided
that an OD laboratory would provide a vehicle for realizing
desired change.
Several weeks after the meeting participants received
a memorandum specifying the logistic details of the labo
ratory (e.g., dates, time, lodging, transportation, meals).
Although the managers had previously agreed to participate
in the laboratory, the memorandum reminded them that
participation was voluntary.

However, it is realized that

group pressure to participate may have existed.
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The laboratory location (approximately 40 miles
north of Baton Rouge, Louisiana), scheduled activities,
and living arrangements were designed to isolate par
ticipants from everyday business and family concerns.
The purpose was to allow participants to focus exclusive
ly upon the content and processes of the laboratory.
In effect, a distinct, closed group— a "social island"—
was created.
The laboratory staff consisted of one doctoral level
clinical psychologist, two advanced doctoral students,
and one non-participating doctoral student.

The non-par

ticipating doctoral student investigated the internal
processes of the laboratory (Vidos, 1976); the present
investigator did not attend.
Research Procedures.

Managers and employees were

sent letters explaining the purposes and goals of the
present study.

The letters stated that participation was

voluntary, participants could withdraw from the study at
any time, and under no circumstances would refusal to
participate lead to reprimands or punishment by the
company.

A consent form to be signed by each individual

who chose to participate was also included.

In addition,

the president wrote a letter stating his endorsement of
the research proposal.
Subjects were informed that responses to questionnaires
would be held in confidence, i.e., results would be reported
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by subject number only-

Relation between name and number

would be known solely by the investigator.
Design
i

A description of the OD laboratory and research
designs will precede a description of measurement tools
used in this investigation.
Laboratory Design.

The purpose of this laboratory

was to increase the degree of effectiveness with which
individuals from the same organization interacted with
one another on a daily basis.

The vehicles utilized were

didactic instruction and experiential learning.

Par

ticipants received lecturettes on principles of human
behavior and effective communication and were allowed
time to practice application of the principles.

Each

day of the three day laboratory emphasized different
aspects of the individual's functioning.
The first day centered on the individual's intra
personal effectiveness.

The day began with presentation

of a habit-based model of learning as a conceptualization
of personality development.

Following this introduction,

lecturettes interlaced with experiential exercises
concentrated on circularity of behavior, Johari Window
communication principles, and levels of communication
(content and process).

Practice in giving and receiving
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feedback, sharing one's perceptions and feelings, and
active listening constituted all of the experiential
learning time.
Small group process and group dynamics were the foci
of the second day.

Along with experiential exercises

designed to explicate principles of group dynamics,
participants received lecturettes on roles in a group,
hidden agendas, and group decision making.

Interpersonal

skills learned in the first day served as a foundation
upon which activities of the second and third day were
built.
The final day consisted of theoretical lecturettes
and exercises of management theory and management style.
The lecturettes addressed Taylor's Scientific Management,
McGregor's Theory X-Theory Y, Blake and Mouton's Styles
of Management, and Herzberg's Motivator-Hygiene Factors.
During the exercises subjects role-played several
managerial styles (authoritarian, laissez-faire, par
ticipative) in order to learn experientially of their
effects.

Participants then focused on issues and problems

specific to their organization.

Techniques to facilitate

the surfacing of concerns were fish-bowls, role-reversals,
and role-playing.

Afterwards, plans were made to solve

or further examine issues at a later time.

The day ended

with extensive processing designed to incorporate and
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unify theoretical, experiential components of the three
days.

(For a specific description of laboratory components

see Vidos, 1976).
Research Design.

Data assessing laboratory effects

were collected in three phases:
collected one month before,

(a) Pre data were

(b) Post .1 data were gathered

one month after, and (c) Post 2^ data were collected five
months following the laboratory.
In order to collect the data, questionnaire packets
were mailed to each participant.

Each packet included

a letter stating when the questionnaires were to be
returned, questionnaires appropriate for each individual,
and a self-addressed stamped envelope used for returning
questionnaires.
Measurement
For purposes of clarity it should be noted that all
measures were administered to the primary subjects, the
managers, while only those measures relating to motivation
and organizational climate were administered to employees.
Managers
Measures administered to managers were designed to
allow comparison of pre- and post-laboratory scores.

All

measures were selected on the basis of their direct
relevance to the laboratory goals and indirect relevance
to managerial effectiveness.
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Personality Characteristics.

The Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule (EPPS) was developed by Edwards in
1959.

It is based on Murray's

(1938) theory of manifest

needs and was utilized to provide measures of relatively
independent "normal personality" variables.
variables which the EPPS measures are:

The fifteen

(a) Achievement

(ach), (b) Deference (def), (c) Order (ord), (d) Exhibition
(exh), (e) Autonomy (aut), (f) Affiliation (aff), (g)
Intraception (int), (h) Succorance (sue), (i) Dominance
(dom), (j) Abasement (aba),

(k) Nurturance (nur), (1)

Change (chg), (m) Endurance

(end), (n) Heterosexuality

(het), and (o) Aggression (agg).
Interpersonal Behavior.

Oshry and Harrison's

(1966)

Problem Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ) attempts to assess
the factor(s) to which the individual attributes inter
personal work problems.

The PAQ asks the respondent

to describe a real-life, unresolved work problem presently
faced and then to answer 66 items pertaining to the selfgenerated problem.
The PAQ scales identify whether the individual
attributes responsibility for the problem to himself,
others, the organization, himself and others, and/or the
situation.

In addition to these "problem locating factors,"

the PAQ also defines the source of the problem, i.e.,
Rational-Technical or Closed.

Rational-Technical items

31

measure the extent to which the respondent perceives him
self, others, or the organization as having brought the best
resources to bear in solving the problem.

The Closed

scales deal with the extent to which the individual per
ceives the problem unresolved because he or they have been
resistant to the ideas of others.

Combinations of the

location and source factors result in nine scales identified
as:

(a) Self Rational-Technical,

(b) Self Closed,

Others Rational-Technical,

(d) Others Closed,

zation Rational-Technical,

(f) Organization Closed,

Self and Others Rational-Technical,
Closed and,

(i) Situational.

(c)

(e) Organi
(g)

(h) Self and Others

The PAQ utilizes a five point

Likert scale format (See Appendix A ) .
Management Style.

Jocoby and Terborg (1975) developed

a Managerial Philosophies Scale (MPS) based on McGregor's
(1966) Theory X-Theory Y philosophy of management.

It

attempts to quantify the degree to which a manager adheres
to and relies on the assumptions inherent in each theory.
The scale consists of 24 items which assess Theory X
assumptions

(e.g., "Employees will always try to get away

with as much as they can") and 12 items designed to measure
Theory Y beliefs

(e.g., "Man is primarily self-motivated

and self-controlled").
Managers and Employees
Two measures were used to assess the laboratory's
impact on the organization.

t
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Motivation.

The Job Analysis Survey (JAS)

(Appendix

B) is an experimental instrument designed specifically for
the laboratory and is based on Herzberg's (1966) MotivatorHygiene Factors.

The instrument requires that the re

spondent complete the 16 item, 9 point Likert scale
along two dimensions, which are the importance (I) of
the item to the respondent as a unique person and the
degree to which the need (N) is presently being met within
the organization.
All of Herzberg's Factors were included in the
survey.
ment,

The motivator factors are:

(b) Potential for Growth,

(d) Need for Responsibility,
Need for Advancement.

(c) Need for Recognition,

(e) Work Itself, and (f)

The Hygiene factors include:

(g) Working Conditions,

(h) Salary and Wages,

for Competent, Fair Supervision,

(i) Need

(j) Need for Inter

personal Relations with Supervisors,
Security,

(a) Need for Achieve

(k) Need for Job

(1) Need for Interpersonal Relations with

Subordinates,

(m) Company Policy and Administration,

(n) Need for Status,

(o) Personal Life, and (p) Need

for Interpersonal Relations with Peers.
A total score for Motivator or Hygiene Factors on
the I and N dimensions may be derived.
Organizational Climate.

Likert's (1966) Profile of

Organizational Characteristics (POC) was employed to
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determine the organizational atmosphere.

This 42 item

instrument describes the organization on seven variables,
which are:

(a) Leadership processes used,

of Motivational forces,
process,
(e)

(b) Character

(c) Character of Communication

(d) Character of Interaction-Influence process,

Character of Decision-Making process,

(f) Character

of Goal Setting, and (g) Training.
Responses to Profile items are in Likert scale
format in which scores from 1 to 1.99 are identified
as an Exploitative-Authoritative system, 2 to 2.99 a
Benevolent-Authoritative system, 3 to 3.99 a Consultative
system and 4 to 4.99 a Participative-Group system.

Par

ticipants answered each question by placing an N (Now)
at the point which presently describes the organization
and an I (Ideal) at the point where the respondent would
like the organization to be.
The five measures described above were designed to
■,,1i ■"h

determine direct and indirect laboratory effects, and
were selected on the basis of their relevance to specific
laboratory objectives.

RESULTS
Though the design of this study entailed collection
of data at three points in time, response to the third
collection {Post 2) brought data from only three
managers and four employees.

Consequently, only scores

just prior to and immediately after the laboratory— Pre
and Post 1— were compared (eight managers and 19 employees).
i

For purposes of clarity, results of this study will
be presented in the same sequence as the method section:
(a ) Manager Measures:

Personality Characteristics (EPPS),

Interpersonal Behavior (PAQ), and Management Style (MPS);
and (b) Manager plus Employee Measures:

Motivation (JAS)

and Organizational Climate (POC).
MANAGER MEASURES
Personality Characteristics
Each of the fifteen variables of the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule was analyzed by a Repeated Measures
Analysis of Variance.

Affiliation was the sole variable

to yield a significant Pre (X - 24.88) to Post (X = 51.00)
change, F (1,7) = 17.57, p < .01; participants demonstrated
an increased need for affiliation following the laboratory.
All other personality variables showed non-significant
change from Pre to Post.
34
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Table 1 provides the Pre and Post means for each
of the fifteen EPPS variables.
Interpersonal Behavior
Participants1 responses to the Problem Analysis
Questionnaire were summed and averaged for Pre vs. Post
administrations and analyzed by a Repeated Measures
Analysis of Variance.

None of the nine PAQ variables

were found to differ significantly from before to after
the laboratory (p > .05).
Table 2 lists the mean Pre and Post scores for the
nine PAQ variables.
Management Style
The two components of the Managerial Philosophies
Scale— Theory X and Theory Y— were analyzed separately.
A Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance was used to
analyze participants' summed and averaged Pre vs. Post
scores.
Analysis of the Theory X dimension revealed a
significant difference among means, F (1,7) = 6.31,
P < .05.

Examination of the Pre (X = 80.13) vs. Post

(X = 71.00) means show that participants' adherence to
Theory X assumptions decreased following the laboratory.
However, the increase in participants' scores from Pre
(X = 68.00) to Post (X = 72.63) on the Theory Y variable
failed to reach the accepted significance level, F (1,7) =
4.37, p < .07.
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TABLE 1
PRE AND POST MEANS FOR EACH VARIABLE OF THE
EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE

Post X

Achievement

87.75

89.63

.76

Deference

38.38

29.25

.97

Order

30. 25

20.88

.13

Exhibition

72.50

78.63

.37

Autonomy

61.63

49.13

.19

Affiliation

24.88

51.00

.01**

Intraception

55.00

49.13

.64

Succorance

45.25

55.13

.16

Dominance

81.25

87.25

.32

Abasement

32.15

32.13

1.00

Nurturance

29.00

32.38

.31

Change

73.38

66.13

.41

Endurance

24.88

26.75

.78

Heterosexuality

74.75

74.50

.97

Aggression

38.63

38.63

.66

V

Pre X

Oil

Variable
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TABLE 2
PEE AND POST MEANS FOR EACH VARIABLE
OF THE PROBLEM ANALYSIS
QUESTIONNAIRE

Pre X

Post X

Change

Self: Rational
Technical

2.63

3.00

+ .37

.41

Self:

Closed

2.23

2.08

-.15

.71

Organization:
RationalTechnical

1.53

1. 33

-.20

.56

Organization:
Closed

2.18

1.73

-.45

.17

Others:
RationalTechnical

1.95

2.15

+ .20

.24

Others:
Closed

2.75

3.20

+ .45

.31

Self and
2.53
Others: RationalTechnical

2.55

+ .02

.96

Self and
Others: Closed

2.18

2.08

-.10

.82

Situational

1.25

1.15

-.10

.59

Variable

P <
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Figure 1 shows changes in the relation between
Theory x and Theory Y over time.
MANAGER PLUS EMPLOYEE MEASURES
Motivation
The format of the Job Analysis Survey (JAS), based
on Herzberg's theory, allows each of the six "Motivator"
and 10 "Hygiene" factors to be examined from two
perspectives:

(a) the perceived importance of the

factor to the individual (Importance) and (b) how well
the factor is currently met by the organization (Met).
Scores for each perspective were summed, averaged and
analyzed separately by a 2 X 2 Factorial Analysis of
Variance; providing results on Group Main Effects
(Managers vs. Employees), Time Main Effects (Pre vs.
Post), and the Group X Time Interaction.

Significant

results from the Importance and Met data will be
presented separately.
Perceived Importance of Factor
Importance:

Group Main Effect.

There were

significant differences (p < .05) between the managers
and employees on four of the JAS dimensions.

The Managers

indicated that the "Motivator" factor Advancement
was significantly more important to them when compared
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FIGURE 1
RELATION BETWEEN THEORY X AND THEORY Y
ON THE MANAGERIAL PHILOSOPHIES
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to employees

(Managers' X = 7.46 vs.Employees' X

=

6.90), F (1,24) = 5.06, p < .05.
The remaining significant group differences were
on the "Hygiene" factors.

The Status variable was

judged to be significantly more important to managers
(X = 5.04) than to employees
5.04, p < .05.

(X = 4.16), F (1,24) =

On the Security factor, the employees

(X = 8.34) responded that this variable was highly
significant to them as compared to value assessed by
managers

(X = 5.11), F (1,24) = 98.92, p < .01.

Further

Interpersonal Relations with Subordinates was assigned
more weight to it by employees

(X = 6.18) than managers

(X = 4.96), F (1,24) = 5.85, p < .05.
Significant differences between groups were not
found on any of the other variables. Table 3 presents
the mean group scores for each of the variables.
Importance!

Time Main Effect.

None of the

Importance factors for either group showed a significant
Pre vs. Post difference.

Means for Pre vs. Post

scores are shown in Table 4.
Importance:

Group X Time Interaction.

The inter

action between group and time did not demonstrate
differences at the accepted level of significance.
I

I

5 presents the means for each group within each time
period on the Importance dimension.

Table
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TABLE 3
MEANS FOR THE GROUP MAIN EFFECT ON THE
PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE DIMENSION
OF THE JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY

Variable

Managers' X

Employees 1 X

P <

Achievement

8.46

8.20

.21

Growth

7.96

7.40

.06

Recognition

7. 89

7.92

.94

Responsibility

7. 89

7.68

.38

Work Itself

8.39

8. 47

.74

Advancement

7.46

6. 90

.05*

Working Con
ditions

5.46

6.21

.11

Salary

7.46

7.78

.22

Supervision

7. 32

7.22

.83

Interpersonal
Relations with
Supervisors

6.18

6.42

.66

Security

5.11

8.34

.01**

Interpersonal
Relations with
Subordinates

4.96

6.18

.05*

Company Policy

6.54

6.40

.79

Status

5.04

4.16

.05*

Personal Life

6.39

6. 32

.88

Interpersonal
Relations with
Peers

5.32

6.24

.08
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TABLE 4
MEANS FOR THE TIME MAIN EFFECT ON THE
PERCEIVED IMPORTANCE DIMENSION
OF THE JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY

Variable

Pre X

Post X

Achievement

8.33

8.21

.26

Growth

7. 71

7..34

.15

Recognition

7.98

7. 85

.49

Responsibility

7.83

7.65

.43

Work Itself

8.56

8. 35

.49

Advancement

7. 21

6.89

.07

Working Con
ditions

6.08

5.94

.88

Salary

7.69

7.69

.93

Supervision

7.46

7.04

.18

Interpersonal
Relations with
Supervisors

6.52

6.19

.72

Security

7.67

7.27

.37

Interpersonal
Relations with
Subordinates

5.83

5.88

.97

Company Policy

6.60

6.27

.42

Status

4.21

4.58

.99

Personal Life

6.48

6.19

.27

Interpersonal
Relations with
Peers

5.90

6.08

.53

P <

TABLE 5
MEANS FOR THE GROUP X TIME INTERACTION ON THE PERCEIVED
IMPORTANCE DIMENSION OF THE JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY

Variable
Achievement
Growth
Recognition
Responsibility
Work Itself
Advancement
Working Conditions
Salary
Supervision
Interpersonal
Relations with
Supervisors
Security
Interpersonal
Relations with
Subordinates
Company Policy
Status
Personal Life
Interpersonal
Relations with
Peers

Managers'
Pre X

Managers *
Post X

Employees'
Pre X

Employees1
Post X

P <

8.71
8.29
8.14
8.00
8.43
7.86
5.43
7.43
7.86
6.14

8.21
7.64
7.64
7. 79
8.36
7.07
5.50
7.50
6.79
6.21

8.18
7.50
7.92
7.76
8.61
6.97
6.32
7.79
7.32
6.66

8.21
7.29
7.92
7.61
8.34
6.82
6.11
7.76
7.13
6.18

.21
.45
.49
.90
.70
.23
.76
.84
.34
.62

5.14
5.00

5.07
4.93

8.61
6.13

8.08
6.24

.49
.86

6.86
5.43
7.00
5.00

6.21
4.64
5.79
5.64

6.50
3.76
6.29
6.24

6.29
4.55
6.34
6.24

.68
.06
.23
.53

Degree to which Factor Perceived Met
How Well Met:

Group Main Effect.

Significant

group differences were found on one of the "Motivator"
factors.

Employees (X = 6.50) indicated that the

organization was meeting their need for Work Itself
significantly more than did managers

(X = 5.89), F

(1,24) = 6.03, p < .05.
Of the "Hygiene" factors, significant differences
between groups were demonstrated on the following five
variables.
1.

Working Conditions:

Employees (X = 6.96)

indicated that this variable was met
significantly more by the company than did
managers
2.

Salary:

(X = 6.18), F (1,24) = 5.60, p < .05.
Employees (X = 6.00) indicated that

this variable was met significantly more by
the company than did managers

(X = 5.11),

F (1,24) = 7.96, p < .01.
3.

Security:

Managers

(X = 6.68) indicated that

this variable was met significantly more by
the company than did employees (X = 5.67),
F (1,24) = 10.31, p < .01.
4.

Interpersonal Relations with Subordinates:
Managers (X = 6.96) indicated that this
variable was met significantly more by the
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company than did employees (X = 5.97), F
(1,24) = 5.55, p < .05.
5.

Company Policy;

Employees

(X = 6.11) indicated

that this variable was met significantly more
by the company than did managers

(X = 4.25),

F (1,24) = 15.08, p < .01.
Table 6 provides the means for each group on the
degree to which a factor is perceived to be met.
How Well Met:

Time Main Effects.

All factors

which significantly differed (p < .05) showed a decrease
on the degree to which they were perceived as being met
following the laboratory.

The "Motivator" factor

Responsibility was perceived to be less well met after
the laboratory (Pre X = 7.10 vs. Post X = 6.42), F (1,24)
= 4.45, p < .05.
The "Hygiene" factor Interpersonal Relations with
Subordinates also significantly declined in the degree
to which it was felt to be met (Pre X = 6.83 vs. Post X
= 5.65), F (1,24) = 6.79 p < .05.

Finally, a similar

post laboratory decrease significantly affected the
Status variable
(1,24)

(Pre X = 5.90 vs. Post X = 5.23), F

= 7.31, p < .05.

Table 7 shows the Pre and Post

means for each of the 16 variables.
How Well Met:

Group X Time Interaction.

The Work

Itself "Hygiene" factor was the sole variable indicating
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TABLE 6
MEANS FOR THE GROUP MAIN EFFECT ON THE PERCEIVED
MET DIMENSION OF THE JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY

Managers1 X

Employees* x

v.
Oil

Variable
Achievement

6.11

5.70

.42

Growth

5.68

5.63

.90

Recognition

5.54

5.11

.26

Responsibility

7.25

6.58

.11

Work Itself

5.89

6.50

.05*

Advancement

6.04

5.66

.16

Working Con
ditions

6.18

6.96

.05*

Salary

5.11

6.00

.01**

Supervision

5.46

6.17

.15

Interpersonal
Relations with
Supervisors

5.54

6.11

.18

Security

6.68

5.67

.01**

Interpersonal
Relations with
Subordinates

6.96

5.97

.05*

Company Policy

4.25

6,11

.01**

Status

5.46

5.65

.70

Personal Life

6.04

7.00

.06

Interpersonal
Relations with
Peers

6.68

6.25

.23
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TABLE 7
MEANS FOR THE TIME MAIN EFFECT ON THE PERCEIVED
MET DIMENSION OF THE JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY

Variable

Pre X

Post X

p <

Achievement

5. 75

5. 87

.77

Growth

5.87

5. 42

.18

Recognition

5.21

5. 23

.98

Responsibility

7.10

6.42

.05*

Work Itself

6.33

6.35

.35

Advancement

5.94

5.58

.24

Working
Conditions

6. 77

6.73

.41

Salary

5.90

5. 62

.13

Supervision

6.12

5. 85

.15

Interpersonal
Relations with
Supervisor

6.06

5.85

.86

Security

5.98

5. 90

.81

Interpersonal
Relations with
Subordinates

6.83

5. 65

.05*

Company Policy

5.52

5. 69

.86

Status

5.90

5.23

.05*

Personal Life

6.56

6.92

.71

Interpersonal
Relations with
Peers

6.46

6.27

.49
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a significant group X time interaction (See Figure 2),
F (1,24) = 4.96, p < .05.

Specifically, the managers

indicated that the degree to which the Work Itself
factor was met decreased after the laboratory (Pre
X = 6.29 vs. Post X = 5.50), while the employees responded
that the factor was met more after the laboratory (Pre X
- 6.34 vs. Post X = 6.66).

None of the remaining

variables demonstrated significant interactions.
Table 8 provides the means for each group within
each time period on the how well met dimension.
Organizational Climate
Scores from the two components of Likert's Profile
of Organizational Characteristics— the participants'
perception of the organization's current climate (Now)
and of how the company should function ideally (Ideal)—
were analyzed separately by a 2 X 2 Factorial Analysis
of Variance.

Significant results from the Now and

Ideal dimensions are presented separately.
Now;

Currently Perceived Climate
Now:

Group Main Effect.

The managers (X = 3.30)

responded that the Goal Setting processes within the
organization were presently more Consultative ("System
3") than did employees (X = 2.96), F (1,24) = 8.55,
P < .01.
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FIGURE 2
JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY: WORK ITSELF FACTOR INTERACTION
ON THE PERCEIVED MET DIMENSION

7
6.8

6.6
6.4
6.2

6

5.8
5.6
5.4
5.2

cT

Pre
Managers
Employees

Post

TABLE 8
MEANS FOR THE GROUP X TIME INTERACTION ON THE PERCEIVED
MET DIMENSION OF THE JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY

Variable
Achievement
Growth
Recognition
Responsibility
Work Itself
Advancement
Working Conditions
Salary
Supervision
Interpersonal
Relations with
Supervisors
Security
Interpersonal
Relations with
Subordinates
Company Policy
Status
Personal Life
Interpersonal
Relations with
Peers

Managers'
Pre X

Managers1
Post X

Employees *
Pre X

Employees'
Post X

P <

6.00
6.00
5.57
7.86
6.29
6.14
6.57
5.57
6.29
5.43

6.22
5.36
5.50
6.64
5.50
5.93
5.79
4.64
4.64
5.64

5.66
5. 82
5.08
6. 82
6.34
5.87
6. 84
6.03
6.05
6.29

5.74
5.45
5.13
6.34
6.66
5.45
7.08
5.97
6.29
5.92

.89
.71
.87
.36
.05*
.70
.14
.18
.06
.49

6.71
7.43

6.64
6.50

5.71
6.61

5.63
5. 34

.99
.69

4.57
6.29
6.14
6.86

3.93
4.64
5.93
6.50

5.87
5.76
6.71
6.32

6. 34
5.45
7.29
6.18

.25
.08
.42
.75
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The remaining six variables showed no differences
between groups at the accepted significance level.
Table 9 provides means for each group.
Now:

Time Main Effect.

Both groups indicated that

the company's Communication Process became more open
following the laboratory.

(Pre X = 2.90 vs. Post X =

3.16), F (1,24) = 4.36, p < .05.

All other variables

demonstrated no significant change from Pre to Post;
Table 10 lists these means.
Now:

Group X Time Interaction.

None of the seven

variables showed a significant interaction.

Table 11

presents means for each group within time periods.
Ideal:

Ideal Climate

Ideal:

Group Main Effect.

Four variables

demonstrated a significant difference between groups
(P < .05).

In each instance the managers indicated that

the company should be more participative with regard to
the variable than did employees.

Variables demonstrating

significant differences were:
1.

Leadership Process:
Employee X = 4.64; F

2.

Manager X = 4.80 vs.
(1,24) = 8; 69, p < .01.

Communication Process:
Employee X = 4.62; F

Manager X = 4.77 vs.

(1,24) = 7.98, p < .01.
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TABLE 9
MEANS FOR THE GROUP MAIN EFFECT ON THE
NOW DIMENSION OF THE PROFILE OF
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Variable

Managers' X

Employees' X

P <

Leadership
Process

3.30

3.12

.13

Motivational
Forces

2.93

3.03

.41

Communication
Process

3.10

3.00

.35

InteractionInfluence
Process

3.01

3.05

.69

Decision Making
Process

2.88

2.77

.24

Goal Setting
Process

3. 30

2.96

.01**

Training

2.12

2.08

.79
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TABLE 10
MEANS FOR THE TIME MAIN EFFECT ON THE NOW DIMENSION
OF THE PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Pre X

Post X

Leadership
Process

3.13

3.22

.39

Motivational
Forces-

3.00

3.01

.96

Communication
Process

2.90

3.16

.05*

InteractionInfluence Process

2.97

3.11

.30

Decision Making
Process

2. 77

2. 84

.25

Goal Setting
Process

2. 98

3.14

.20

Training

2.01

2.18

.07

Variable

P <

TABLE 11
MEANS FOR THE GROUP X TIME INTERACTION
ON THE NOW DIMENSION OF THE
PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

Variable

Managers’
Pre X

Managers'
Post X

Employees 1
Pre X

Employees'
Post X

P <

Leadership Process

3.25

3.35

3.08

3.17

.97

Motivational
Forces

2.93

2.93

3.03

3.04

.96

Communication
Process

3.02

3.19

2.85

3.14

.57

InteractionInfluence Process

2.97

3.04

2.97

3.13

.69

Decision Making
Process

2.80

2.96

2.75

2.79

.48

Goal Setting
Process

3.23

3.38

2.87

3.04

.92

Training

1.91

2.33

2.05

2.12

.19

55

3.

Decision Making Process:

Manager X = 4.66 vs.

Employee X = 4.54; F (1/24) = 4.52, p < .05.
4.

Training:

Manager X = 4.86 vs. Employee X =

4.71; F (1/24) = 7.24, p < .01.
Table 12 provides a list of the means on the group
effect.
Ideal:

Time Main Effect:

Significant increases

occurred from before to after the laboratory on two
variables.

Following the laboratory (Pre X = 4.71 vs.

Post X = 4.88), the combined groups indicated that the
organization's perceptions regarding human Motivational
Forces should be aligned more with System 4 (Theory Y)
assumptions than those of other systems, F (1,24) = 4.58,
p < .05.

Similarly, a significant increase in ideal

expectations concerning Communication Processes also
occurred following the laboratory (Pre X = 4.59 vs.
Post X = 4.74, F (1,24) = 5.00, p < .05.
Table 13 provides the Pre vs. Post means.
Ideal:

Group X Time Interaction.

Interactions

on the Ideal dimension were all non-significant (p < .05).
Table 14 shows the means for each variable.
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TABLE 12
MEANS FOR THE GROUP MAIN EFFECT ON THE
IDEAL DIMENSION OF THE PROFILE
OF ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

Variable

Managers1 X

Employees' X

P <

Leadership
Process

4. 80

4.64

.01**

Motivational
Forces

4. 83

4.78 .

.53

Communication
Process

4. 77

4.62

.01**

InteractionInfluence
Process

4. 69

4.62

.37

Decision
Making

4.66

4.54

.05*

Goal Setting

4.56

4.59

.66

Training

4.86

4.71

. .01**
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TABLE 13
MEANS FOR THE TIME MAIN EFFECT ON THE IDEAL DIMENSION
OF THE PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Variable

Pre X

Post X

Leadership
Process

4. 62

4.75

.11

Motivational
Forces

4. 71

4.88 -

.05*

Communication
Process

4.59

4.74

.05*

InteractionInfluence

4.57

4,72

.07

Decision Making

4.53

4.62

.22

Goal Setting

4.52

4.65

.07

Training

4. 73

4.78

.82

P <

TABLE 14
MEANS FOR THE GROUP X TIME INTERACTION ON THE IDEAL
DIMENSION OF THE PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

Variable

Managers'
Pre X

Managers'
Post X

Employees1
Pre X

Employees *
Post X

P <

Leadership Process

4.81

4.80

4.54

4.73

.09

Motivational Forces

4.77

4.89

4.69

4.88

.64

Communication
Process

4.75

4.78

4.52

4.72

.12

InteractionInfluence Process

4.64

4.73

4.54

4.71

.55

Decision Making
Process

4.65

4.67

4.48

4.60

.38

Goal Setting
Process

4.52

4.61

4.52

4.66

.71

Training

4.90

4.83

4.66

4.76

.13

DISCUSSION
The primary question posed for this study was,
"Did the laboratory philosophy and principles generalize
to the daily activities of the company?"

Assessment

instruments utilized were selected to provide information
concerning laboratory participants and their organization
on a range of levels, which included personality, inter
personal behavior, management philosophy, motivation, and
organizational climate.
In general, results of the present study were
confusing and incongruous with the laboratory's philosophy.
Principles which undergird laboratory learning methodology
did not appear to transfer to participants' "back-home"
environment.

Results indicated minimal significant

changes in participants' perceptual set, style of re
solving interpersonal problems, and willingness to assume
responsibility for organizational effectiveness.

In

general, results were contrary to documented expectations
of participant behavior following laboratory learning
(Smith, 1975; Timmons, 1975; and Merrick, 1975).

However,

a brief examination of results provide important clues for
alterations in future applications and assessment of
laboratory learning methodology.
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Manager Measures
Results from previous studies of the effects of
laboratory learning upon personality characteristics have
been inconsistent.

On the basis of these studies, results

from the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) may be
viewed from two divergent perspectives.
Studies indicating no change in personality variables
have supported Kernan's (1963) and Cattell's (1973)
hypothesis that objective personality instruments measure
relatively permanent personality factors resistant to
change.

Assuming this hypothesis is plausible, one

would not expect laboratory learning to significantly
affect basic personality variables.

The lack of sig-

i

nificant pre vs. post differences in the majority of the
EPPS variables investigated supports this hypothesis.
An additional method of viewing the data was pro
vided by Merrick (1975) .

He suggested that the finding

of significant pre vs. post laboratory scores on
personality variables reflected an alteration in partici
pants' perceptual set and not change in basic personality.
If this assumption is tenable, then the results of the
EPPS data indicated that participants' approach to
effective communication was not, in general, altered
significantly by the laboratory experience.

i

61

Overall, trends in the EPPS data are incompatible
with the laboratory's foci; the only supportable con
clusion which may be drawn from the data is that partici
pants were more likely to be caring and more willing to
share themselves with others following the laboratory.
However, this conclusion may have been a chance result.
Clearly, further research is needed to determine
the relationship between laboratory learning and par
ticipants' personality characteristics.
The Problem Analysis Questionnaire (PAQ) was
developed to identify the factors to which an individual
attributes real-life interpersonal friction within an
organization.

On the surface, one would expect the

laboratory learning emphasis on assuming responsibility
for effective interpersonal relations to be reflected
i

in pre vs. post changes on the PAQ.

Needless to say,

the lack of significant pre vs. post changes on the PAQ
was disappointing when one considers that trends in the
data were opposite to those expected.

Non-significant

results from the PAQ data do not allow supportable
conclusions to be drawn.
j

In general, trends indicated that the "average"
laboratory participant was likely to suggest that "the
problem is out of my hands" and the "other person or some
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factor outside of me will not allow the problem to be
solved."

Moreover, "My behavior in no way contributed

to the problem."

In terms of Rotter's (1966) theory,

participants did not shift from an "external locus
of control" in interpersonal problems to an "internal
locus of control" following the laboratory.

Thus, the

PAQ scores reflected participants' unwillingness to alter
attribution of responsibility in interpersonal relations.
The examination of managers' assumptions regarding
human motivation is highly relevant to change within an
OD laboratory, since an individual's behavior is, in large
part, dependent upon the assumptions to which he adheres.
This study's findings of a significant decrease in Manager's
adherence to Theory X principles was most heartening.

From

the Theory X results, it may, be concluded that managers
were less inclined to view employees as unmotivated and
interested in work solely for monetary gains.

On a

conceptual level, then, the managers appeared to make a
significant shift away from authoritarian assumptions.
Manager Plus Employee Measures
Results from the Job Attitude Survey and the Profile
of Organizational Characteristics presented the most
inconsistent findings of this study, i.e., some of the
results were expected, others were unexpected, and many
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were paradoxical.

However, examination of the data allow

several conclusions to be drawn.

First, results indicate

overwhelming differences between managers and employees,
suggesting a lack of cohesiveness within the organization.
One may speculate that these differences created con
siderable conflicts between groups.,

Second, the labo

ratory had negligible effects in altering participants1
pre to post perceptions of themselves and the company.
Moreover, several factors demonstrated undesired changes
following the laboratory.

Finally, results of the present

investigation, in general, support Herzberg's (1966) theory
of motivation.
Herzberg suggested that the "Motivator" and "Hygiene"
factors are of differential importance relative to the
individual's position within the organization.

Specifi

cally, he states that "Motivator" factors are more important
to managers, whereas "Hygiene" factors are more important
to employees.

All of the factors, except Status, which

showed a significant difference between groups add further
corroboration to Herzberg's hypothesis.

Moreover, these

differences remained steadfast from before to after the
laboratory.

In general, then, these results are con

sistent with theoretical views.
i

Managers and employees indicated differences in their
perceptions of how well the organization was meeting
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individual needs.

It may be assumed that these differences

posed unresolvable dilemmas to management, in that the
company's strivings to meet one group's needs would, by
definition, satisfy that group and not the other.

Regard

less of this dilemma it appears that the organization did
not become more, and in some instances even less,
responsive to individual needs.
It is essential to examine the significant interaction
on the degree to which the need for Work Itself was met
by the organization.

Managers felt that their need to be

highly involved in work was not met as well following the
laboratory, while employees felt that this need was met
more effectively.

The interaction leads one to speculate

that the laboratory emphasis on participative management
allowed employees to feel more involved in the company's
management functions, while the sharing of these functions
created a sense of uselessness or powerlessness among
managers.

This hypothesis is supported by the laboratory

staff's post-laboratory observation that managers appeared
to define participative management as "giving the store
away."
It is important to state that results from the Job
Analysis Survey must be viewed from the fact that this
instrument is psychometrically unsophisticated.

Therefore,

it is impossible to determine the degree to which its
findings are contaminated.
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Examination of data relative to participants'
current perceptions of the company's organizational
climate-management style-revealed few significant changes.
It is necessary though, to recognize that participants
felt that the channels of communication within the company
became more open after the laboratory; however, this finding
was clouded by the fact that managers and employees
simultaneously indicated that the communication channels
should ideally be less open.
In general, results from participants’ reports of
how they felt the company should function reinforced the
impression that a significant gulf existed between
managers and employees.

The crux of the issue appears to

be differences in the degree to which both groups felt
that responsibility for the company's operation should
be mutually shared.

Specifically, employees felt that

responsibility for the company's operation should not
be mutually shared.

To a large degree this finding

contradicts OD philosophy; although laboratory learning
does advocate mutual responsibility for system effective
ness, it does not support the assumption that participative
management implies a lack of managerial responsibility for
ultimate accountability.
However, examination of the Manager Plus Employee
Measures must be viewed from the perspective that the

66

impact of the laboratory on employees was "second hand"—
vicarious— and, therefore, changes in the employee group
should depend on the managers' personal stimulus value
changes.
Following is a brief summary and analysis of this
study1s findings.
Summary and Analysis of Data
Results from the present investigation were confusing,
disappointing, and contrary to one's expectations of par
ticipant change following a learning laboratory.

The data,

in contrast to previous research, suggest that the labo
ratory had minimal effect on participants' personality
characteristics, style of coping with interpersonal work
problems (Oshry and Harrison, 1966), beliefs relative to
the factors which motivate workers

(Herzberg, 1966), and

adherence to the philosophy that an open system creates
a more effective organizational structure.

Moreover, no

change was noted in the degree to which the organizational
structure allowed manager or employee needs to be met after
the laboratory.

Clearly, the data suggest a lack of com

mitment to the goals and philosophy of the OD laboratory.
An additional indication of minimal commitment was the
small number of individuals who chose to participate in
this study.

The results are, however, consistent with

the laboratory staff's vague subjective impression that
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"something during and at the conclusion of the laboratory
was no.t completely kosher."

Examination of Vidos' (1976)

study of this laboratory's internal processes provides
an objective clue as to the possible basis for the staff's
impression.
Vidos (1976) revealed that the laboratory ran "contrary
to previous research on state anxiety."

Her results indi

cate "a high degree of (participant) anxiety early in the
lab, with a significant decrease in the latter half . . .,
then a climb back to the original level of arousal at the
end."

Vidos suggested that this trend may be due to

participants' fears concerning whether, with the organi
zation's prehistory, they could implement the principles
of laboratory learning in forming an organization based
on an open system.

Regardless of the validity of Vidos’

suggestion, the laboratory philosophy did require striking
changes in the organization's modus operandi.

Change,

irrespective of its nature, creates a sense of "upended
expectations" which necessarily lead to anxiety.^

Further

psychological theory suggests that organisms confronted
by anxiety respond with defensive behavior or attempts to
seek more structure.

It is, therefore, conceivable that

anxiety created by the nebulous and unpredictable nature
1
Personal Communication, Edwin 0. Timmons, 1976.
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of participative management caused employees and managers
alike to reject the goals and principles of laboratory
learning.
An additional source of speculation concerning the
confusing findings of this study is provided by results
of the Profile of Organizational Characteristics "Ideal"
dimension.

The significant number of differences between

managers and employees suggest little agreement between
groups on the nature of an effective organization.

It is

plausible to suggest that these differences were never
identified and surfaced and, therefore, served as hidden
sources of conflict between groups which led to frustration
and guarded behavior.
In summary, it appears that the laboratory had
negligible effects on participants' intrapersonal, inter
personal, and organizational behaviors.

Identification

of specific company peculiarities provide valuable insights
pertinent to this study's findings.
Observations Peculiar to Organization
It should be noted that the participants of this
study were most atypical of Organizational Development
groups in three important ways.

First, the introduction

of participative management required a radical 180° turn
away from the old organizational atmosphere.

Historically,

the current company president took control of the company
during a financial crisis.

Thus, the company had been
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justifiably managed in a strictly dictatorial manner, which
led to a lack of individual involvement in the company's
functioning.

It is plausible to suggest that the

introduction of a new organizational system into a pre
existing one created overwhelming suspiciousness among
employees and managers.

Moreover, the establishing of

a new system implies that organizational procedures and
norms for appropriate employee behavior are no longer
predictable.
Second, the level of sophistication and expertise of
these laboratory participants appeared to be lower than
those of other laboratory groups.

In several instances

it seemed that responsibilities assigned to individuals
were greater than their capabilities would allow them to
assume adequately, thereby creating a widespread sense of
frustration and fear.
Finally, the laboratory staff reported that partici
pants left the laboratory feeling an "emotional high."
It later became clear that participants did not want to
diminish this feeling by surfacing organizational problems
and conflicts.

It was as if the participants had dis

covered a paradise and no one wanted the euphoria of
their new paradise marred by the realities of everyday
problems.

This is completely contrary to the laboratory's

emphasis on sharing both positive and negative perceptions.
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The remainder of the discussion section will focus
on suggestions for future OD laboratory interventions
and research.
Suggestions for Future OD Laboratory Interventions
The following three suggestions for future OD
laboratory interventions center on the development of an
expanded OD program and not on changes specific to the
learning laboratory itself.
The first recommendation is that an organization
diagnosis phase be included in any organization develop
ment program.

Schein (1969) supports this suggestion in

his model of 11Process Consultation."

He states that

an important part of consulting is data gathering through
direct observation, individual or group interviews, and
questionnaires or objective survey instruments.

Sanford

(1965) underscores the importance of organization
diagnosis when he suggests the need for a complete analysis
of the "social setting” in which organizational changes
are to occur.

The rationale for inclusion of this phase

is based on the assumption that many of the conflicts
and impediments to participative management found in this
study may have been avoided had they been identified
beforehand.
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Second, it is suggested that a negotiation phase
follow the organization diagnosis.

The purpose of this

phase is to provide a mechanism for sharing information
obtained from the previous phase and to propose a
strategy, based on that information, for moving the
company toward a mutually agreed upon direction.

Part

of the strategy would include laboratory learning as a
vehicle for realizing desired change.
The final phase of the OD program would consist of
frequent follow-up sessions designed to reinforce and
clarify laboratory principles and to allow the surfacing
of "hidden-agendas.11 The underlying purpose of these followup sessions would be to decrease the amount of "fade-out"
which usually accompanies laboratory learning interventions.
Smith (1975) suggests that the studies which provide the
firmest evidence for persistent effects of laboratory
learning are those in which participants continue to meet
after training.
In conclusion, implications for future OD interventions
are in terms of the development of a comprehensive OD
program consisting of diagnosis, negotiation, laboratory
learning and long-term follow-up.
Nadler and Pecorella (1975) suggest that one crucial
factor in the effectiveness of OD programs is measurement
and evaluation.-

They further indicate that measurement
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is important in the process of monitoring change and
being sensitive to unintended or unanticipated effects
of interventions.

Based on their assumptions, then,

future research in OD is of utmost importance.
Suggestions for Future Research
Clearly, this study attempted to integrate academic
standards of appropriate research procedures with a reallife problem of an organization attempting to create a
more effective organizational atmosphere.

One of the

theoretically strong points of this study was the idea
of multi-level measurement; however, the strength of the
present investigation was simultaneously its weakness.
One of the salient drawbacks of this study was the plethora
of measures utilized.

The participants repeatedly told

the laboratory staff during the post-phase that they felt
barraged and overwhelmed by the sheer quantity of
questionnaires presented to them.

For example, several

post questionnaires were returned with the comment,
"Same as before."

Thus, responses obtained to and on

questionnaires may in part result from negativism toward
the quantity of forms.
Further, results in terms of the number of completed
questionnaires returned indicate that the mailing out of
measurement instruments is a most ineffective method of

data collection.

In light of these observations the

following suggestions for future OD research are presented
1.

Instruments selected for inclusion in an investi
gation of laboratory effects should be chosen on
the basis of their simplicity and ease of com
pletion.

2.

Instruments utilized in an investigation should
be selected on the basis of their adherence to
academic standards and practicality.

3.

OD investigators should attempt to establish
rapport with research participants and develop
a sense of commitment to research goals.

4.

Results of research need to serve as a continual
monitoring system of the ongoing effects of the
OD program— establishment of a feedback system
based on objective data.

In conclusion,

the objectives of this study were to

assess the effects of a three day

learning laboratory

conducted for a middle-sized Southern based company.
In many ways this study may be described as the "Anatomy
of a Failure", i.e., many expected changes within the
organization failed to emerge.

Moreover, the company

appears to have returned to many of its "tried and
true" procedures.

It is believed that the "failure"

of the laboratory may have been avoided; the senior

member of the consulting team feels that several
strategical intervention "errors" were made following
the laboratory.

He admonishes himself by stating, "We

should have known better."

However, the present

investigator feels that this study is crucial in that
it allows the objective identification of what "we
should have known better."
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Name_____________________

Date

The Problem Analysis Questionnaire
In this questionnaire you are asked to consider in detail
a meaningful human relations problem with which you are
confronted in your work.
Would you take a few minutes now to think about some specific
work situation which meet the following criteria:
a.

A situation in which you are directly involved.

b.

A problem that is presently unresolved.

c. A situation with which you are dissatisfied and in which
you would like to initiate some change.
d. A situation that is interpersonal— that is involves
your relationship with some other person or persons.
e.

A problem that is important to you.

The following are examples of some typical problem situa
tions :
"A manager is dissatisfied with the quality of his
subordinate1s work and with the subordinate1s
apparently negative attitude."
"A chief engineer feels that his plant superintendent
is not doing enough or not doing the right things to
resolve a persistent conflict between engineering
and manufacturing departments."
"A staff specialist feels that his services are being
resisted or are not being adequately used by the line
organization."
"A subordinate has been unable to convince his superior
that certain policy changes are needed."
"A marketing manager feels that the staff of which he
is a member is overly competitive.
Members seem more
interested in destroying one another than in working
collaboratively as a team."
I

In order that this questionnaire be of maximal value we
suggest that you select the most critical interpersonal
problem confronting you in your current work.
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After you have selected a problem that meets these criteria,
answer the questions on the following pages.
1.

What is the problem? Use the following page to describe
the problem m as much detail as possible.
If more
space is needed, use the back side of that page. As
you make references to other people please specify
what the work relationships are among you and these
others (e.g. superior, subordinate, staff man). In
clude a diagram if you feel that this would be useful
in clarifying the relationships among people involved
in this situation.

REMEMBER: Complete anonymity and confidentiality will be
respected at all times.
2.

Why do you think this problem exists?
On the following pages are listed a number or possible
causes of human relations problems. Please consider
each of these carefully in terms of the problems you
have described: For each alternative indicate the
degree to which you feel it has contributed to your
problem situation.
Beside each alternative circle one number from 1 to 5
which comes closest in expressing your feelings about
the relative importance of this item as a cause.
1— it has nothing to do with creating or maintaining
this problem.
2— it has relatively little importance in creating or
maintaining this problem.
3— it is of moderate importance in creating or main
taining this problem.
4— it is an important factor in creating or maintaining
this problem.
5— it is a major factor in creating or maintaining this
problem.
Some definitions:
By "the other person (s) 11 we mean the others who are
directly involved in this interpersonal problem and
with whom you have interaction concerning the problem.
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By "organization” we mean other aspects of the work
situation than "the other person(s)" who are directly
invplved in it. This would include policies and
procedures, the structure of the organization, the
decisions of groups and persons who are not directly
involved in the problem, etc.
Contribution to
I
I
M m
t
o P
L d o
e
m
i e r
N t r t
N
o t a a
o
n 1 t n
s
e e e t

M
a
j
o
r

2

5

1)

L
1
t
t
1
e
2
»

N
o
n
e
1

M
o
d
e
r
a
t
e
3

I
m
P
o
r
t
a
n
t
4

M
a
j
o
r
5

1
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4

Problem
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1)

I have been insensitive to other person(s)
needs and goals.

3

4 5

2) The organization resists suggestions aimed
at producing change.

3

4 5

3) Unwillingness of the other person(s)
directly involved in the problem to
cooperate.

3

4 5

4) Unwillingness of other person(s) to adjust
to the realities of the situation.

3

4 5

5) The organization is unwilling to adjust
to the demands of new situations.

3

4 5

6) The other person(s) and I have not taken
enough time to sit down and talk about
this problem.
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1
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5

8)

The other person(s) and I have been
unwilling to devote the time required
to solve this problem.

1

2

3

4

5

9)

The other person(s) are lacking in
initiative.

1

2

3

4

5

10) The other person(s) and I have
unable to communicate with one
about this problem.

1

2

3

4

5

11) Because of my own interests X have been
unable to look at the problem objectively.

1

2

3

4

5

12) The other person(s) and I don't really
trust one another.

1

2

3

4

5

13) I have been competitive and this has
gotten in the way of remedying the
situation.

1

2

3

4

5

14) I have not let other(s) know just where
I stand on this problem.

1

2

3

4 5

15) The other person(s) overestimate their
own abilities.

1

2

3

4

16) The other person(s) and I complain about
the situation but really don't do much
to change things.

1

2

3

4 5

5

I
t
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N
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s
7)

The other person(s) have been relatively
difficult to approach.

been
another

17) The other person(s)' and I have not given
enough thought to the situation.
18) Both the other person(s)' and my jobs
are such that we must work towards
opposing goals.
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19

The other person(s) are not willing to
devote the money or other resources
which are needed to solve this problem.

1

2 3

4

5 20

I have been resistant to changing my
usual patterns of action.

1

2 3

4

5 21

The other person(s) have not planned
adequately.

1

2 3

4

5 22

The other person(s) are not sensitive
to how their actions affect others.

1

2 3

4

5 23

Too much organizational "red tape."

1

2 3

4

5 24

It is difficult to get help on this
type of problem in the organization.

1

2 3

4

5 25

The other person(s) and I have not
planned adequately together.

1

2 3

4

5 26

The other person(s) and I have failed
to coordinate our efforts.

1

2 3

4

5 27

I have not planned adequately to meet
this situation.

1

2 3

4

5 28

I have not experimented with new ways
of handling the situation.

1

2 3

4

5 29

Organizational policies have not
changed sufficiently with the times
to handle this type of problem.

1

2 3

4

5 30

The other person(s) do not give a high
priority to solving this problem.

1

2 3

4

5 31

The other person(s) are unwilling to
listen to others' points of view.

1

2 3

4

5 32

The other person(s) and I have not tried
hard enough to work this problem out.
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33)
person(s) to go my way more than is
reasonable.

1 2

3 4

5 34) The other person(s) are resistant to
change their ways of doing things.

1 2

3 4

5 35) I have been unwilling to really dig in
and understand the other person(s) point
of view.

1

2

3 4

5 36) Both the other person(s) and I are
unwilling to make the first step towards
a solution for fear of losing face.

1

2

3 4

5 3 7 ) 1 have tended to let the problem slide
rather than attack it directly.

1

2 3

4

5 38) The other person(s) and I have avoided
the unpleasantness of really expressing
and hashing out our differences on this
problem.

1

2 3

4

5 39) I have not taken as much initiative as
I should have to remedy this situation.

1

2 3

4

5 40) In this organization each person is
expected to push his own interests first
and foremost and not to worry about some
one else.
The other person(s) and I are
simply doing what is expected of us.

1

2 3

4

5 41) The organization does not provide ade
quate resources for dealing with this
kind of problem.

•'l/ '

1 2

3

4

5 42) The situation is not receiving sufficient
guidance from higher-ups in the organi
zation.

1 2

3

4

5 43) The organization

has become inflexible.
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44) Policies and procedures of the organi
zation do not permit the changes needed
to deal with this problem.

1

23

4

5 45)

The organization resists attempts to
experiment with new ways of solving
problems.

1

23

4

5 46)

Organization policies and procedures
do not give adequate guides for deal
ing with this situation.

1 2

1

3

23

4

4

5

47) The organization does not consider
this type of problem sufficiently
important to make available the means
for solving it.

5 48)

1 2

3

4

1 2

3

4

5 50) The other person(s) tend to let the
problem slide.

1 2

3

4

5 51) The other person(s) and I are both
expected by our colleagues to win, so
neither of us can afford to be receptive
to the ideas of the other.

1 2

3

4

5 52) I have been relatively difficult to
approach.

23

4

5 5 3 ) 1 have not been clear in communicating
my own position to the other person(s)
involved.

3

4

5 54) I have tended to keep my own desires and
objectives pretty well under wraps.

1

1 2

5

The other person(s) are resentful of
any outside suggestions or attempts
to help.

49) I have not thought the situation through
clearly enough.
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55) The other person(s) and I have
different organizational goals and
interests and this pulls us apart.
56) The other person(s) have not come up
with the ideas for solving this
problem, or the ideas they have put
forth are inadequate.

1

2 3

4

5

57) I have tended to resist suggestions
from others.

1

2 3

4

5

58) In this organization it is important
that you and your group look better
than the other person and his group.
This organizational attitude breeds
continuing competition between the
other person(s) and myself.

1

2 3

4

5

59) The other person and I don't really
listen to one another.

1

2 3

4

5

60) It's difficult to get favorable action
from higher-ups in the organization.

1

2 3

4

5

61) The other person(s) and I have avoided
dealing with this issue together. We
have let it slide.

1

2 3

4

5

62) The other person(s) do not carry
enough load on this problem.

1

2 3

4

5

63) The organization lets things go too
long before taking corrective action.

1 2

1

3

2 3

4

4

5

5

64) The other person(s) are unwilling to
devote enough time and effort to this
problem.
65) The other person(s) and I have been
unwilling to compromise even on
relatively minor issues.
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66) The other person(s) and I have been
unwilling to squarely face the issues
which divide us.
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NAME OR NUMBER____________
JOB ANALYSIS SURVEY
Assuming that each individual has unique needs that require
fulfillment in order to maximize his/her feeling of
satisfaction in his/her job: We would like for you to
rate the following "needs" (items) as to:
(a) their
importance to you in your job, and (b) the degree to which
those needs are met or fulfilled in this organization.
FOR EXAMPLE:
A.

NEED TO BE EMPLOYED could be rated as:
|
LOW

,
1

,
1

.
*

X

■
I

*

|
1

,
| FOR DEGREE OF
1 HIGH IMPORTANCE.

Then the degree to which the need is met may be rated
in relation to the need's importance, such as:
1) NEED NOT BEINGMET

1.

I.
. .
NOT 'MEI*

,
1

,X .
' '

■
1

.
|
1 MET

|

| yj

j

j

2) NEED FULLY MET

f

3) OVERMET OR OVER
SUPPLIED

|__ ,__ (___ ,__ |_3q____,___ {-- ^

|

j

I

Need for Achievement: A feeling that a job is completed,
doing a job well, seeing the results of one's work.
I.

Importanceto you as
Low
Need

J

*

*

*

a unique person.
*

*

*

Hxgh
Need

II. Degree to which need is presently met within this
organization.
Need
Not
Met

^

*

*

*

*

1

*

Need
Met
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2.

Working Conditions: Need for adequate physical {work)
conditions (e.g., floor space, equipment, etc.), too
much or too little work.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
----*--- 1----- 1--- 1--- 1
l W “ 1---- 1
Need

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need *
Not
Met
3.

I

I

*

I

I

I

Need
Met

Salary, Compensation, Wages.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.

1___ 1---- 1___I----1---- 1___ I___ I___ J

L o w 1
Need

1

1

'

'

1

1

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
I___ |_____I___J--- 1---- 1___ I___ I_____ I
N e e d 1
1
'
'
1 Need
Not
Met
Met
4.

Potential for Growth, possibilities for moving up
in the organization. Advancement of skills or pro
fessional development.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low 1
Need

I

I

^

^

I

1

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need I
Not
Met

^

^

^

^

1

I

Need
Met

91

5.

Need for Competent, Fair Supervision: Including a
willingness to delegate responsibility and a willing
ness to teach others.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

*

1

*

I

I

*

*

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met
6.

^

^

I

1

1

I

Need
Met

Need for Interpersonal Relationships with Super
visors within the Job Setting.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

*

I

I

*

I

*

*

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met
7.

^

f

^

I

Need for Job Security:
there is a tomorrow".
I.

1

^

^

Need
Met

tenure, stability, "knowing

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

*

I

*

*

I

1

*

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met

*

I

I

*

I

*

*

Need
Met
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8.

Need for Recognition: Need for acknowledgement of
your importance/existence to the company.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

I

*

*

*

*

*

*

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met
9.

1

^

^

^

^

1

I

Need
Met

Need for Interpersonal Relationships with Sub
ordinates (if applicable) within the Job Setting.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

t

I

I

t

I

'

*

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met

^

^

^

1

^ ^ Need
Met

10. Company Policy and Administration:
Includes both
(a) the adequacy of company organization and
management and (b) the harmfulness or beneficial
effects of the company's policies.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
l ^L

|

|

|

(

(

|

|

Need
II.

Need

Degree to which need is met by organization.

Need
Not
Met

*

*

*

*

1

*

1

Need
Met
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IX. Need for Responsibility: Deriving satisfaction from
being given responsibility for one's own work/ others
work/ or acquiring new responsibility.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

*

1

*

*

I

*

* High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met

^

1

I

1

I

^

^ Need
Met

12. Need for Status: Need for evidence of one's
status, e.g., personal secretary, company car,
company eating facilities, etc.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

*

*

*

*

1

*

* High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met

*

*

1

1

*

*

I Need
Met

13. Personal Life: The need not to have one's work
conflicting with one's personal life (e.g.,
relocation of one's family due to a new job
(within the company) in another city.)
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

*

1

*

*

*

*

' High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met

^

f

^

^

1

^

^ Need
Met
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14. Work Itself: A need to feel good about the work one
is engaged in.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

I

1

1

1

I

1

I

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Met

f

^

I

^

^

^

Need
Met

15. Need for Interpersonal Relationships with Peers
Within the Job Setting.
I.

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

I

1

^

*

* High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
NeeTd
Not
Met

^

^

^

I

16. Need for Advancement:
in the company.
I.

I

I Need
Met

Change of status or position

Importance to you as a unique person.
Low
Need

I

^

*

*

*

*

*

High
Need

II. Degree to which need is met by organization.
Need
Not
Meet

*

^

^

^

1

Need
Met
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